value," (2) "take the pulse of societies around the world" by doing formal surveys of stakeholders, (3) do more research on technology's effects, and (4) invent "completely novel software that attempts to compensate for and offset any possible deficiencies arising from excessive screen-based existence" (pp. 269-270).
Greenfield's viewpoint is reflected, e.g., in studies showing that teachers have noticed declines in students' attention spans, and that they attribute this to digital technologies (p. 28). Her worries are shared by many media researchers and seem reasonable when she expresses them, in this book, as tentative and worthy of further study. But the book has attracted significant negative commentary in the British press and blogosphere, in part because of particular statements she made in the years prior to and surrounding its publication.
While the book has flaws, it is valuable as a public appeal to attend to new media's possible effects. Much of the research Greenfield discusses is not widely appreciated. She mentions, for example, Seltzer et al.'s (2012) finding that while teenagers' phone calls with parents led to oxytocin and cortisol levels similar to those during in-person interactions, their hormonal responses to text messaging were similar to teens "who did not interact with their parents at all" The most notable criticism of this book has come from Bell et al. (2015) , who focus on Greenfield's claim that screen media may be causing autism, and on her allegedly misleading portrayal of the evidence for other effects. Greenfield has been careless in public with the terms "autism" and "Autistic Spectrum Disorder". Mind Change by standards applied to other popular books written by scientists, such as Pinker (2011) . Greenfield acknowledges that digital technologies have benefits in many contexts. Her goal is to stir interest in the problematic effects that might be occurring. And she is able to call on neuroscience to bolster her worries. Known mechanisms of plasticity strongly predict that repeated experiences will have effects on the brain, but media neuroscience studies tend to be newer and less well established than the behavioral studies that are the focus of Bell et al. Greenfield's presentation of others' findings sometimes fails to paint a clear picture. Bell et al. point out that Greenfield does not clearly distinguish between effects of digital technology use and the abandonment of activities (e.g. children playing outdoors) that technologies displace: an important distinction for researchers and the public. In several cases, I found some contradictory results presented without explanation, or acknowledgement. We are told that paper books result in better reading comprehension than e-books (p. 216), and a few pages later, about a study showing them to be indistinguishable (p. 221). Chapters are generally presented as streams of results, which do not put findings into a framework.
I do not find the analogy with climate change compelling for effects of digital technologies, since media affect us more individually than greenhouse gases do. A better analogy might be processed food (p. 110), or even, in some cases, tobacco. Sana et al. (2013) found that students who saw others who were engaged in media multitasking performed more poorly themselves (Greenfield p. 218) -a media equivalent of the effects of secondhand smoke.
Online attacks on Greenfield have at times seemed personal. She has also been criticized for promoting her ideas publicly and not subjecting them to professional scrutiny. Competing philosophies are at play about the public role of scientists. Greenfield has chosen to shift her career toward popular writing, on topics on which she has not done original research, while 
